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Abstract 
It is generally assumed that (non-causal) wh-interrogatives are merged VP-internally 
and then moved to [Spec,CP] in wh-ex-situ systems. Under specific pragmatic 
conditions, such elements are compatible with aggressively non-D-linked expressions 
in most languages. This paper addresses a hitherto mainly undescribed phenomenon 
which consists of the (optional) splitting of the wh realized by VP-to-CP movement of 
the interrogative associated with the stranding of the emphasizer in some lower 
position. Apparently, this option applies to wh-ex-situ V2-SOV systems, but not in 
SVO languages, calling for the (preliminary) hypothesis that the licensing of 
intensifier stranding may be a correlate of the specific syntactic features of the 
corresponding languages. 
 
Keywords: wh-elements, aggressively D-linked expressions, stranding, Germanic, 
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1 Aggressively non-D-linked wh-expressions 
 
So-called „aggressively non-D-linked wh-phrases‟ (Pesetsky 1987; also cf. among 
many others Lee 1990; Lasnik & Saito 1992; Wiltschko 1997; den Dikken & 
Giannakidou 2001, 2002; López 2009) are interrogative constituents consisting of any 
wh-constituent („what‟, „where‟, „when‟, etc.) accompanied by DP or PP modifiers of 
the type „the hell‟, „on earth‟ or „in the world‟ stressing the speaker‟s surprise (in the 
standard case, cf. (1a)) and/or (additionally) expressing their negative attitude (e.g. in 
rhetorical-like/exclamative questions, cf. (1b)) towards the situation described in the 
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question. Irrespective of their specific interpretation, an essential feature of non-D-
linked wh-elements is that no referent satisfying the conditions of the interrogative 
clause is presumed to be part of the previous discourse
1
: 
 
(1) a. What on earth are you doing?  
 b. Where the hell do you think you‟re going! 
 
The non-aggressive counterpart of (1a) („What are you doing?‟) is interpreted as a 
neutral request for a specific piece of information in the unmarked case, i.e. if 
associated with a default prosodic contour. The merger of the wh-element and the PP 
modifier mandatorily adds − or, in the marked case, disambiguates − a mirative 
component that is not (obligatorily) present in the modifierless question
2
. In principle, 
the same goes for (1b) if we abstract away from the lexicalized semantic value of the 
construction „wh + do you think + CP‟, which per se expresses the speaker‟s criticism 
of some action performed by the hearer.  
It has been noted in the literature that wh-the-hell constituents display a very 
peculiar syntactic distribution cross-linguistically: e.g., they cannot appear in situ in 
languages with overt movement of the wh-pronoun from its base-generation site to the 
CP ((2a), cf. e.g. Pesetsky 1987; Postma 1994; Bayer 2005; Sinopoulou 2009, 
Vlachos 2012) or receive an [iFoc] feature ((2b), cf. Ai & Hartman 2009: 109), and 
they display the same distribution − or, more concretely, they function − as polarity 
items ((3a)-(3b), den Dikken & Giannakidou 2002). Additionally, they seem to allow 
only for echo readings in multiple wh root questions ((4a)-(4b), Lee 1994; den Dikken 
& Giannakidou 2002: 54): 
 
                                                          
1
 Pesetsky (1987) introduces the label „non D-linked‟ with respect to wh-interrogatives that are not 
referable to objects available in the pre-utterance discourse to distinguish them from other wh-
constituents (e.g. the wh-nominal in a sentence like „Which candidate was chosen?‟), whose reference 
is contained in the discourse. In Pesetsky‟s terms, wh-the-hell phrases are, therefore, by nature 
incompatible with D-linking disambiguators such as „which‟. While this generalization is valid in most 
cases, there seems to be counterevidence to such a clear-cut differentiation, at least in conceptually 
spoken usage. Cf. (i) 
(i) He frowned. “Which the fuck one is it?” (from: Richard Perry (2017), Night‟s fall, novel) However, 
this terminological differentiation will be assumed in this paper for the sake of convenience. 
2
 Of course, the same expressive effect that holds in (1a) (cold or hot anger) can be achieved with its 
PP-less counterpart if this displays the relevant emotional-prosodic features (for anger in general, a 
lower pitch, a higher intensity and more energy in the vocalization than in the neutral expression). 
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(2) a. *They‟re going / are they going to put all these people where the hell? 
 b. ??/*The prisoners escaped, but we can‟t figure out HOW THE HELL[+iFoc] 
they escaped.
3
 
 
(3) a. I know who {*the hell} would buy that book. (positive polarity) 
 b. I don‟t know who {OKthe hell} would buy that book. (negative polarity)4 
 
(4) a. Who is in love with who? (
OK
echo reading / 
OK
pair-list reading) 
 b Who the hell is in love with who? (
OK
echo reading / *pair-list reading)
5
 
 
Interrogative structures containing aggressively non-D-linked expressions behave in a 
relatively consistent manner in languages with similar underlying mechanisms for the 
construction of wh-questions, i.e. in which the wh-element is obligatorily attracted to 
the specifier of the matrix CP in root questions. Therefore, the same constraints 
illustrated in (2)-(4) for English apply in a number of other languages. In Standard 
French, for instance, the wh-pronoun must raise to [Spec,CP] in root questions; in 
spoken usage, this element can stay in situ. Nevertheless, if the wh is modified by a 
the hell-expression, the whole constituent obligatorily moves to the left periphery (5) 
(cf. e.g. Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche 1981; Obenauer 1994): 
 
(5) Où {
OK
diable} est-il allé? / Il  est allé où {*diable}? 
 where devil is-he gone he is gone where devil 
intend.: „Where the hell did he go?‟ 
 
In very much the same way as in English, the French wh-the-hell structure cannot be 
focused (6a), performs the same function as a polarity item (6b) and does not support 
nonecho readings in interrogative constructions with multiple whs (6c): 
 
(6) a. ??/* On n‟ a pas compris COMMENT DIABLE ils ont échappé. 
 IND.PR NEG has NEG understood how  devil they have escaped  
                                                          
3
 Example and grammaticality judgment from Ai & Hartman (2009: 109). 
4
 Examples adapted from den Dikken & Giannakidou (2002: 33). The main argument of den Dikken & 
Giannakidou‟s approach is that wh-modifiers like „the hell‟ can only appear in syntactic environments 
associated with or licensing a negative polarity.  
5
 Examples adapted from Dikken & Giannakidou (2002: 35). 
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 b. Je *{ne} sais *{pas} qui diable achèterait  ce livre-ci. 
 I NEG know NEG who devil would-buy this book-here 
 c. Qui diable est amoureux de qui? (
OK
echo reading / *pair-list reading) 
 who devil is in-love of who 
 
In this paper, a previously mainly unreported syntactic phenomenon
6
 is addressed 
which involves a split of the wh and the modifying part of the aggressively non-D-
linked expression whereby the interrogative part is raised to some specifier position in 
the left periphery of the clause and the modifier is (optionally) stranded in some 
TP/VP position. As will be shown in the ensuing sections, the optional split of 
aggressively non-D-linked wh-interrogatives goes hand in hand with other system-
internal structural features and seems thus to result from parametric variation. In 
section 2, the relevant technicalities concerning the derivation of wh-interrogatives are 
presented within a movement-based, cartographic approach; in section 3, the 
phenomenon of (non-)splittable aggressively non-D-linked wh-expressions is 
illustrated by reference to data from German and Dutch on the one hand and from 
English/Romance on the other hand. The last section of this paper deals with some 
preliminary considerations as to the interrelation between general syntactic correlates 
and the-hell-stranding. 
 
 
2 Wh-movement in a nutshell 
 
Wh-movement is a type of an A-bar dependency resulting from language-internal 
mechanisms for the construction of non-yes/no interrogative clauses. Such 
mechanisms are strongly subject to parametric variation, which implies that language 
systems dramatically differ in the extent to which they have rules for overt wh-
movement to the left periphery of the clause.  
 
2.1 Wh-movement is a parametric issue 
By the Wh-Movement-Parameter (cf. Cheng 1991), languages can be classified 
according to whether they display: (i) (obligatory) movement of one and only one wh-
                                                          
6
 Apart from a brief mention as a marginal possibility of German in Stefanowitsch (2010: 195). 
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element (e.g. English, German, Italian, French, etc.
7
, cf. (7a)); (ii) no licit movement 
of the wh-pronoun (e.g. Chinese, Korean, etc., cf. (7b)), or; (iii) multiple wh-
movement (e.g. Romanian, Slavic, Georgian, Hungarian etc., cf. (7c)) to [Spec,CP] 
before Spell Out in nonecho questions. In this sense, wh-movement occurs in the 
syntax in languages like Italian and Hungarian and at LF in languages like Chinese 
(cf. e.g. Huang 1982): 
 
(7) a. {Quando} hai scritto questa lettera {*quando}? (Italian, single wh-movement)  
 when have written this letter when 
 „When did you write this letter?‟ 
 b. {*Shenme} Bailong zuo le {shenme}? (Chinese, wh-in-situ language) 
 what Bailong do PRT what 
 „What did Bailong do?‟ 
 c. Ki mikor született? (Hungarian, multiple wh-movement)
8
  
 who when was-born 
 „Who was born and when?‟ 
 
The parametric nature of this kind of cross-linguistic variation is captured by the Wh-
Criterion (Rizzi 1996, building on May 1985). Cf. (8) for the seminal version of the 
constraint (May 1985: 17): 
 
(8) a. A C[+wh] must have a wh-element in its domain. 
 b. Wh-elements must be in the domain of C[+wh]. 
 
Following May‟s criterion, in a single wh-movement language, (8a) applies at surface 
structure, while (8b) only holds at LF; in languages like Chinese, (8a) and (8b) both 
operate at LF; in a multiple wh-movement language, (8b) (and (8a)) apply at surface 
structure (also cf. Lasnik & Saito 1992; Rizzi 1996; Lutz, Müller & von Stechow 
2000). For languages of the Italian and of the Hungarian type, it must be assumed that 
the wh-pronoun(s) surfacing in some left-peripheral position at PF has/have been base 
generated in some lower structural position depending on its/their syntactic function 
                                                          
7
 Of course, this generalization only holds for the standard varieties of these languages (cf. e.g. (5) for 
French) and does not consider dialectal variation. 
8
 Example (7c) from Toft (2001: 127). 
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(e.g. direct objects being more adjacent to the verb than, say, modal or temporal 
adjuncts) and moved to the CP at some point of the derivation.
9
  
Among European languages, two predominant syntactic configurations can be 
isolated for systems with obligatory (single or multiple) wh-movement prior to Spell 
Out: underlying SOV (e.g. German, cf. (9a)) and underlying SVO (e.g. (Balkan-) 
Romance, English, cf. (9b)). The labels „SOV‟ and „SVO‟ refer, more specifically, to 
the fact that German and Romance have a right- and a left-headed TP, respectively 
(cf. Fig. 1-2): 
 
(9) a. …dass Hans  nach Hause läuft. (German, SOV language) 
 that John to home goes 
 b. …que Juan se va  a casa. (Spanish, SVO language) 
 that John REFL goes to home 
 „…that John goes/is going home.‟ 
 
 CP 
 TP 
 C° 
 VP […] T° 
Figure 1. Syntactic „skeleton‟ of German 
 
 CP 
 TP 
 C° VP […] 
 T° 
Figure 2. Syntactic „skeleton‟ of Romance 
 
Moreover, languages like German and Dutch, differently from other SOV-systems 
(e.g. Basque) in which the verb consistently appears in clause-final position in 
declarative clauses, display an obligatory V2 arrangement − i.e. the inflected part of 
                                                          
9
 This seems to apply, at least in languages like English, Italian and Romanian, for all wh-interrogatives 
except for „why‟. Several authors have proposed that in these languages the adjunct causal wh-
interrogative, differently from other elements of the same nature, is externally merged in a CP position, 
IntP (Rizzi 2001), or move locally from a high position in the IP situated above NegP ([Spec,ReasonP] 
in Shlonsky & Soare 2011) to IntP to avoid Criterial Freezing and account for interpretative issues. For 
this reason, „why‟ and its lexical counterparts will not be considered in this paper. 
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the verbal predicate (be it a lexical or an auxiliary verb) moves to C° − in all non-
embedded contexts (cf. (10a) vs. (9a)). In an interrogative structure like (10b), 
therefore, both the finite verb and the wh-pronoun have undergone movement to the 
CP area. 
 
(10) a. Hans läuft nach Hause. 
 John goes to home 
 b. [CP Wohin(x) [C° läuft(y)] [TP Hans [VP[…] t(x) [V° t(y)] T° t(y)]]]? 
 where goes  John 
 
Recapitulating what has been said about the derivation of interrogative pronouns in 
non-embedded questions, non-causal wh-elements in all languages of the types 
illustrated in (7) are merged in some position lower than C and undergo overt or 
covert movement depending on the value of the relevant parameter. 
 
2.2 The derivation of aggressively non-D-linked whs 
At this point, the question arises as to whether aggressively non-D-linked wh-
expressions are to be seen as unitary constituents in their nature or as the result of 
movement. If we only observed the syntactic behavior of wh-the-hell expressions in 
single languages that are similar to English in this respect, we should come to the 
conclusion that the wh and the modifier are not separable and build, thus, a unit. 
However, a comparative approach shows that this is not necessarily the case. From a 
cartographic perspective, Huang and Ochi (2004) propose a unifying analysis for wh-
the-hell-like expressions in Chinese and English, crucially not considering systems 
like German. For interrogative clauses implying such complex wh-constituents, they 
consider Chinese daodi, an adverbial with the literal meaning „reach-bottom‟ 
occurring in some high TP position and modifying a lower wh-element occurring in 
its c-command domain basically in the same way as English the hell, albeit within a 
discontinuous constituent. Cf. the contrast between (11) and its corresponding English 
translation: 
 
(11) Zhangsan daodi yao shenme shihou cai lai? 
 Zhangsan daodi want what time  then come 
 „When the hell will Zhangsan eventually come?‟10 
                                                          
10
 Example, glosses and translation from Huang (2015: 14), emphasis N.C.. 
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Assuming that daodi does exactly the same job as „the hell‟, Huang & Ochi (2004) 
discuss the hypothesis that such elements are merged in a high TP projection that they 
call „AttP‟ (Attitude Phrase) whose head Att° has a [+strong] feature attracting wh-
pronouns into its specifier in languages like English (thereby forming complex 
constituents like „when the hell‟) and a [-strong] feature in languages like Chinese, in 
which the wh-pronoun does not move overtly. In English, the aggressively non-D-
linked expression subsequently moves to [Spec,CP] to satisfy the relevant 
linearization constraints. In principle, this formalization is compatible with all systems 
in which the wh-pronoun and the the-hell-modifier must appear in this configuration: 
 
(12) [CP[what the hell](y) [C° did [TP  [AttP what [the hell]](y)  […] you [VP do [what](x) ? 
 
In the next section, we will see that languages like German and Dutch, which exhibit a 
very particular surface syntax if compared to that of the languages mentioned so far, 
on the one hand confirm the cartographic hypothesis that the interrogative pronoun 
and its „aggressive‟ modifier are not inseparable in nature; on the other hand, they 
stand out as a „typological exception‟ with respect to the behavior of aggressively 
non-D-linked wh-expressions. 
 
 
3 ‘Splittable’ wh-the-hell expressions 
 
As mentioned in the previous sections, languages like German and Dutch are SOV, 
while they display a V2 pattern in unmarked declarative clauses.  
Additionally, they allow for an (optional) phenomenon that is, to the best of my 
knowledge, not attested in any other European language with a basic SVO word order 
and may possibly result from some feature licensed by the peculiar syntactic 
arrangement of V2-SOV systems: in these languages, the splitting of wh-the-hell 
phrases is possible, whereby the wh-element is attracted to [Spec,CP] by C[+wh], while 
the aggressive component remains stranded in the Middle Field, i.e. in some relatively 
low TP/VP position.  
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3.1 Split wh-the-hell phrases in German 
In German, the wh-pronoun, which is first merged lower than C° and higher than the 
right sentence bracket, can pied-pipe the the-hell-modifier to [Spec,CP] (13a) or, in a 
slightly more marked construction, leave it in the Middle Field (13b) without any 
significant semantic implications.
11
  
 
(13) a. [Was zum Teufel](x) hast du da mit deinen Lippen t(x) gemacht?
12
 
 what to-the devil  have you there with your lips done 
 „What the hell have you done with your lips?‟ 
 b. [Was](x) hast du da [ t(x) [zum Teufel]] gemacht?
13
 
 what have you  there to-the devil done 
 „What the hell did you do?‟ 
 
The V2 constraint implies that the pre-finite verb area ([Spec,CP] in classical terms) 
may be occupied by one and only one constituent.
14
 This means that the wh and the 
the-hell-part of the aggressively non-D-linked expression necessarily reach [Spec,CP] 
as one constituent. The two crucial facts that wh-interrogatives are base-generated in 
the Middle Field and that „zum Teufel‟ can optionally be left behind automatically 
exclude that the modifier may undergo rightward movement in structures like (13b). 
Rightward movement, indeed, is quite a controversial option even with respect to 
apparent cases of „right dislocation‟ such as extraposition. Note that irrespective of the 
V2 constraint that characterizes the syntax of German, PPs like „zum Teufel‟ cannot 
be taken to have a parenthetical status, since the wh-interrogative and its modifier 
build an intonational unit when they occur in the left periphery. Moreover, the 
splitting of these two elements is possible both in matrix (14a) and in embedded 
interrogative clauses (14b), which rules out the possibility that the PP functions as a 
speaker-oriented assertion marker or an interjection in this context. In fact, Middle-
Field-„zum Geier‟ in (14b) does not bear any salient prosodic feature and is perfectly 
                                                          
11
 Of course, this only means that the different position of the modifier does not impair or radically 
change the interpretation of the clause. Proceeding on the assumption that this optionality must be 
associated with some kind of interpretational nuance (in the spirit of Bayer & Trotzke 2015 with 
respect to the phenomenon of wh-pied-piping of modal particles to the left periphery), the pragmatic 
import definitely makes the difference here. For space reasons, I will leave this issue for future 
research.  
12
 bild.de, March 08
th
, 2017 (article in an online tabloid). 
13
 fm4.orf.at, October 25
th
, 2009 (blog). 
14
 For a treatment of possible exceptions in Contemporary German (which do not intersect with the 
issues discussed here), cf. e.g. Winkler 2014, 2017. 
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compatible with the (neutral) intonational contour of a non-assertive subordinate 
clause: 
 
(14) a. Wie willst du zum Henker eine Kerze mit einem Imbusschlüssel rausdrehen?
15
 
 how want  you to-the hangman a plug with a hex-key turn-out 
 „How the hell are you going to turn a plug out with a hex key?‟ 
 b. Ich habe keine Ahnung, was das soll und [wie](x) ich das [ t(x) [zum Geier]]  
 I have no idea what that should and how I that to-the vulture  
 nochmal wieder alles  neu importieren kann.
16
 
 once-more again all again import can 
 „I have no idea what the point is and how on earth I‟m supposed to import it 
 all again.‟ 
 
Apparently, Huang & Ochi‟s (2004) unifying analysis for wh-the-hell-constituents in 
English and Chinese does not seem to apply to German, since exactly the opposite 
configuration holds in this language: given that the PP is either stranded in some 
position in the Middle Field (namely, a position in which the corresponding 
constituent could possibly be merged) or part of a complex wh-phrase targeting 
[Spec,CP], it follows that this element cannot be base-generated in a dedicated upper 
TP position in German (i.e. AttP in Huang & Ochi‟s terms). Note that the splitting, 
which has been exemplified here only by the whs „was‟ and „wie‟ and the modifiers 
„zum Teufel‟ and „zum Geier‟, is possible with virtually any interrogative pronoun 
(„wann‟ = „when‟, „wo‟ = „where‟ and all corresponding forms, „wer‟ = „who‟, etc.) 
and any aggressive PP („in aller Welt‟ = „on earth‟, „zur Hölle‟ = „the hell‟, etc.). 
 
3.2 Split wh-the-hell phrases in Dutch 
In Dutch, the splitting of aggressively non-D-linked wh-expressions is also possible 
both in matrix (15) and in embedded (16) questions, and the resulting structure is even 
less marked than in German: 
 
(15) a. Lochlin, [wat](x) is er [ t(x) [in hemelsnaam]] aan de hand?
17
 
 Lochlin what is EXPL in heaven-name on  the hand 
 „Lochlin, what the hell is going on?‟ 
                                                          
15
 scootertuning.de, July 09
th
, 2002 (forum). 
16
 camp-firefox.de, March 12
th
, 2014 (forum). 
17
 Sasha Wagstaff, Heerlijk vals! (direct speech in a novel). 
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 b. [Hoe](x) kun je [ t(x) [in vredesnaam]] in de hand houden wat je zoon van 
 how can you in peace-name in the hand keep what your son of 
 twintig eet?
18
 
 twenty eats 
 „How the hell can you control what your twenty-year-old son eats?‟ 
 
Note that both examples in (15) are taken from direct speech passages of novels that 
are translations from English, the original structures involving no splitting (cf. 
'Lochlin, what the hell is the matter?‟19 and „How on earth can you control what your 
twenty-one-year old son eats?‟20). This substantially corroborates the idea that it is all 
about the very same syntactic structure in English and Dutch. Of course, the sentences 
in (15) would be perfectly OK without a split wh-phrase. The same goes for (16), in 
which the PP „in hemelsnaam‟ could alternatively surface in the left periphery 
together with the wh-pronoun:  
 
(16) Nu vraag jij je af [wat](x) jij [ t(x) [in hemelsnaam]] verkeerd 
 now ask you PRT what you in heaven-name wrong 
 hebt gedaan.
21
 
 have done 
 „Now you‟re wondering what on earth you did wrong.‟ 
 
As will be shown in the next section, this option seems to be possible only in German 
and Dutch among the languages taken into account so far. 
 
3.3 Unsplittable wh-constituents in English and Romance 
In German and Dutch, therefore, the derivation of aggressively non-D-linked wh-
phrases cannot be the same as in English (cf. (17)) and Romance (cf. Italian and 
Romanian in (18)-(19)), in which such constituents cannot be split, or in Chinese, in 
which an adverbial like daodi systematically occurs in a high TP position, while the 
wh-interrogative that it c-commands necessarily appears in a lower projection (s. 
(11)): 
                                                          
18
 Cecelia Ahern, Love, Rosie (direct speech in a novel). 
19
 Sasha Wagstaff, Wicked Games: A racy, romantic romp you won’t want to put down (direct speech in 
a novel). 
20
 Cecilia Ahern, Love, Rosie (direct speech in a novel). 
21
 cosmopolitan.com, November 11
th
, 2014 (article in a magazine). 
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(17) a. What the hell did you do? (English) 
 b. What did you {the hell} do? 
 
(18) a. Cosa diavolo hai fatto? (Italian) 
 what devil have-you done 
 b. Cosa hai {*diavolo} fatto {*diavolo}? 
 
(19) a. Ce dracu' ai făcut? (Romanian) 
 what  devil have-you done 
 b. Ce ai {*dracu'} făcut {*dracu'}?  
 
Irrespective of whether and how the wh-pronoun and the aggressive modifier move 
overtly, the only inevitable conclusion to be drawn at the moment is that in all 
languages considered, non-causal wh-elements (with or without modifier) are first 
merged in a lower portion of the clause. Keeping in mind the analysis proposed by 
Huang & Ochi (2004) for English and Chinese, it will be necessary to assume a 
different derivation for German/Dutch. 
 
 
4 Wh-split and its correlates 
 
Interestingly, there seems to be a parallelism between the phenomenon addressed in 
this paper and another (much better known) case of optional discontinuous 
constituency in German and Dutch. In these languages, the structure was für/wat voor 
„what for‟ + DP (cf. among many others Blümel 2012 for German; Broekhuis 1992 
and Corver 1996 for Dutch, den Besten 1981, 1989 for Afrikaans and West Germanic 
in general) („what kind of…?‟, also used in exclamatives) is productively split exactly 
like the wh+PP-structure illustrated above. In (20a) and (20b), we see that in both 
languages the same constituent can appear in the canonical left-peripheral wh-
position, or the PP can be stranded in the Middle Field at PF: 
 
(20) a. Was {für ein Auto} hast du {für ein Auto}? 
 what for a car have you for a car 
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 b. Wat {voor een auto} heb jij {voor een auto}? 
 what for a car have you for a car 
 „What kind of car do you have?‟ 
 
So far, we have been assuming for the sake of convenience that split aggressively 
non-D-linked constituents result from movement, a hypothesis that would, in 
principle, well apply to „what-for‟-phrases, too. However, Blümel (2012) 
convincingly argues that was-für-split is not the result of extraction of the sole wh-
pronoun, but rather of Copy and Remerge of the complex constituent in the left 
periphery, followed by partial interpretation of the copies by PF.  
This analysis (cf. (21a)) proves advantageous for a number of reasons. For 
instance, it accounts for missing freezing effects (also cf. Fanselow 2001), which in 
turn explains the grammaticality of (21b)
22
. Indeed, no freezing effect is expected if 
no overt movement takes place: 
 
(21) a. [was für Aufsätze] … [was für Aufsätze] 
 b. Was hätte denn [für Aufsätze]i selbst Hubert nicht ti rezensieren wollen?
23
 
 what would-have PRT for papers even Hubert not review wanted 
 „What kind of papers would even Hubert not have wanted to review?‟ 
 
The same seems to hold for split wh-constituents in West Germanic languages with a 
right-headed TP, wherefore Blümel‟s Copy-and-Remerge (i.e. Copy-and-Deletion) 
analysis fits well for the derivation of this construct. In (22a), it is apparent that „zum 
Teufel‟, which has been merged with the direct object wh-pronoun „was‟ in some 
lower position, does not surface in its first-merge position, since it precedes both the 
subject and the prepositional object, the latter definitely occurring in the Middle Field. 
In (22b), a Copy-and-Remerge analysis for the simple split structure in (13b) is given. 
This analysis can, however, also be applied to Dutch: 
 
                                                          
22
 The term „freezing‟ (Ross 1967, 1974; Wexler & Culicover 1977) refers to the idea that a moved XP 
becomes inaccessible to further movement operations, i.e. it is a so-called „island for extraction‟. For 
(21b), for instance, it should be assumed in a standard movement approach that the complex constituent 
was für Aufsätze has been base-generated in some low position and then moved to the site in which für 
Aufsätze appears before the extraction of the interrogative pronoun and its raising to [Spec,CP]. This 
structure, however, is perfectly grammatical, which suggests that a Copy-and-Remerge analysis is more 
adequate to account for this possibility. 
23
 Formalization in (21a) and example and translation in (21b) from Blümel (2012: 119). 
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(22) a. Was hat zum Teufel  das Heu ti damit zu tun?
24
 
 what has to-the devil the  hay with-that to do 
 „What does hay have to do with that?‟  
 b. [Was zum Teufel] hast du da [was zum Teufel] gemacht? 
 
The split of aggressively non-D-linked expressions and of the was-für-construction 
can be combined in the same clause both in German and in Dutch, which suggests that 
the PP can also modify a completely non-referential wh-element such as the „what‟ 
occurring in this structure. In this case, the same analysis in Blümel‟s spirit holds: 
 
(23) a. [Was zum Teufel für einen Circus] machst du [was zum Teufel für einen  
 what to-the devil for a circus make you what to-the devil  for a 
 Circus] hier?
25
 
 Circus here 
intend.: „You‟re making one hell of a scene (and this irritates me)!‟ 
 b. [Wat in vredesnaam voor familie] heb jij [wat in vredesnaam voor 
 what in peace-name for  family have you what in peace-name for 
 familie]?
26
 
 family 
intend.: „Gosh, what a family you have!‟ 
 
Aside from whether we assume a Copy/Remerge-based analysis in which only the wh 
part of the higher copy is realized at PF, it is clear that in such cases, as well as in the 
structures discussed above, the complex constituent must be base-generated in some 
lower position. In this sense, (at least) German and Dutch represent a typologically 
different class with respect to the syntax of wh-interrogatives (cf. the behavior of the 
same elements in Chinese, Romance and even in more closely related languages like 
English). It is compelling to assume that the possibility to optionally split aggressively 
non-D-linked wh-expressions, just as „what-for‟-phrases, may be intimately bound to 
− i.e. result from − more general syntactic correlates of these languages, notably their 
typologically very peculiar V2-SOV configuration. Apparently, it cannot be only the 
V2 pattern of German and Dutch that licenses this phenomenon, since this split is 
                                                          
24
 Berliner Zeitung, February 27
th
, 2002 (newspaper). 
25
 Sentence with split structure from J. P. Makowski, Cherry Hill (direct speech in a novel). 
26
 hebban.nl, December 01
st
, 2015 (online magazine). 
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allowed in SOV contexts, as well; similarly, the clause-last position of the finite verb 
does not seem to be the decisive factor, either, because split aggressively non D-
linked wh-constituents can appear in matrix interrogative clauses. I will leave this 
issue to future research. The approach only outlined in this paper may open up a 
debate as to the specific (i.e. micro-parametric) implications of parametric variables.  
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